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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections = 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

2. Claims 1, 3, 5, 6, 15-17, 39, and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by "InfoSleuth: Agent-Based Semantic Integration of Information in Open 
and Dynamic Environments" by BAYARDO et al. 

As to claim 1 , BAYARDO teaches a computer-implemented method for 
communication and cooperative task completion between a community of distributed 
electronic agents communicating using a dynamically expandable interagent 
communication language, ICL, (KQML) (pg. 197, Agent Communication Language) and 
at least on other distributed component system (Resource Agent system), the other 
distributed component system communicating using a protocol incompatible with the 
ICL (pg. 199, Resource Agent, "The Resource Agent has to translate queries expressed 
in a common query language (such as KQML/ KIF) into a language understood by the 
underlying system."), the method comprising the acts of: receiving by a bridge agent 
(Resource Agent) a description of functional capabilities of components (information 
source) of the other distributed component system from a component registry 
(registered resources and their capabilities) of the other distributed component system 
(pg. 197, "Resource Agent:... It also advertises the resources capabilities."); translating 
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the functional capabilities of components received from the protocol of the other 
distributed component system into the ICL (KQML), to create a translated description 
(pg. 197, Agent Interactions, "When a Resource Agent initializes, it sets up its 
connection to its resources and advertises the components of ontology (ies) that it 
understands to the Broker Agent."; pg. 199, Resource Agent, "The components of an 
example Resource Agent... The language processor translates a query expressed in 
terms of global ontology into a query expressed in terms of the Oracle database 
schema."); adding to a facilitator registry (registered agents and their capabilities) of the 
community of distributed agents the translated description (pg. 199, "As agents come 
online, they advertise their services to the broker via KQML... Minimally, an agent must 
advertise to the Broker its location, name, and the language it speak."; pg. 197, "When a 
Resource Agent initializes, it sets up its connection to its resource and advertises the 
components of ontology (ies) that it understands to the Broker Agent."), wherein the 
facilitator registry (registered agents and their capabilities with the Broker Agent) is 
distinct from the component registry (registered resources and their capabilities with the 
Resource Agent); responsive to a request (query) for service to the community of 
distributed agents delegating an ICL sub-goal request (decomposed query) to the 
bridge agent (Resource Agent) (pg. 197, "The Execution Agent takes the set of 
appropriate Resource Agents, decomposes the query, and routes it appropriately.") ; 
translating at the bridge agent (Resource Agent) the delegated ICL sub-goal request 
(decomposed query) into the incompatible protocol of the other distributed system to 
create a translated request (pg. 197, "Each Resource Agent translates the query from 
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the query domain's global ontology into the resource-specific schema..."); and invoking 
one or more components of the other distributed component system using the 
translated request (pg. 197, "...fetches the results and returns them to the Execution 
Agent."; pg. 199, "The Resource Agent also needs to answer queries... the resource 
agent sends them to the information source for execution, and translates the answers 
back into the format understood by the requesting agent."). 

As to claim 3, BAYARDO teaches the request for service is received from an 
agent capable of communicating in the ICL (KQML) (pg. 197, User Agent, "Currently, 
the agents query the task execution agents using KQML with SQL content."). 

As to claim 5, BAYARDO teaches the acts of: receiving functional capabilities of 
a distributed electronic agent (resource agents); adding the functional capabilities to the 
facilitator registry (registered agents and their capabilities with the Broker Agent) (pg. 
197, "When a Resource Agent initializes, it sets up its connection to its resource and 
advertises the components of ontology (ies) that it understands to the Broker Agent."); 
determining a second ICL sub-goal (decomposed query) necessary to accomplish the 
request for service (query); selecting from the facilitator registry (registered agents and 
their capabilities with the Broker Agent) an agent capable of completing the second ICL 
sub-goal (via querying the Broker agent); and delegating the second ICL sub-goal 
(decomposed query) to the selected agent (Resource Agent) (pg. 197, Agent 
Interactions, "On receive a request... The Execution Agent reassembles the results and 
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returns them to the User Agent, which then returns the results to the user's Viewer 
applet for display."). 

As to claim 6, BAYARDO teaches the components are data objects and the 
agents are written in Java (pg. 199-200, Implemention, Resource Agent, 
Implementation). Therefore it is inherent that components are software-based objects. 

As to claims 39, 15-17, reference is made to a computer readable medium that 
corresponds to the method of claims 1,3,5, and 6 and is therefore met by the rejection 
of claims 1 , 3, 5 and 6 above. 

As to claim 40, reference is made to a software computer architecture that 
corresponds to the method of claim 1 and is therefore met by the rejection of claim 1 
above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 2. 14, and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over "InfoSleuth: Agent-Based Semantic Integration of Information in Open and 
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Dynamic Environments" by BAYARDO et al. in view of "Information Brokering in an 
Agent Architecture" by MARTIN et al. 

As to claim 2, BAYARDO substantially discloses the invention above. However, 
BAYARDO does not teach the request for service is generated by one of the 
components. 

MARTIN teaches the request for service is generated by one of the components 
of the other distributed component system (information source), and comprising the acts 
of: transmitting the request for service to the bridge agent (Broker); and translating the 
request for service into the ICL (broker schema) (pg. 12, "The Broker also provides the 
capability of answering queries that are expressed in the schema of the information 
source, rather than the broker schema."; pg. 1 3, "But in addition, this legacy source may 
also act as an information requestor, submitting queries that are formulated in terms of 
its source schema. (A syntactic translation may be needed to place the query in ICL 
syntax, but in most cases, this is relatively straightforward to implement."). Therefore, it 
would be obvious to combine the teachings of BAYARDO with the teachings of MARTIN 
in order to facilitate transparent access in either a source or broker schema to a variety 
of information sources (abstract). 

As to claim 14, reference is made to a computer readable medium that 
corresponds to the method of claim 2 and is therefore met by the rejection of claim 2 
above. 




Application/Control Number: 09/271 ,617 Page 7 

Art Unit: 2126 

As to claim 41 , BAYARDO substantially discloses the invention above. However, 
BAYARDO does not teach the bridge agent is integral with the facilitator. 

MARTIN teaches the bridge agent is integral with the facilitator (pg. 7, figure 1). 
Therefore, it would be obvious to combine the teachings of BAYARDO with the 
teachings of MARTIN in order to work in close cooperation with another agent in an 
agent architecture (pg. 6-7). 

5. Claims 7-10, 18-21 , and 25-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over "InfoSleuth: Agent-Based Semantic Integration of Information in 
Open and Dynamic Environments" by BAYARDO et al. 

As to claims 7-10, BAYARDO teaches the agents are objects and a user agent 
communicates with data objects through a resource agent. However, BAYARDO does 
not teach that the other distributed component system utilizes a distributed object 
service or that service is Jini, Corba, or Java service. "Official Notice" is taken that JINI, 
CORBA, and Java are well-known object oriented software services for communication 
between objects. Therefore, it would be obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to combine the teachings of BAYARDO with the well known 
distributed object services in order to communicate with between a variety of objects 
that implement different object services. 
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As to claims 18-21, reference is made to a computer readable medium that 
corresponds to the method of claims 7-10 and is therefore met by the rejection of claims 
7-10 above. 

As to claims 25-28, reference is made to a software computer architecture that 
corresponds to the method of claims 7-10 and is therefore met by the rejection of claims 
7-10 above. 

Response to Arguments 
6. Applicant's arguments filed 2/2/04 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Applicant details that the claims require a component registry that is 
distinct from a facilitator registry such that the component registry contains the 
description of the functional capabilities of the other distributed component system and 
therefore distinct from the facilitator registry (response, pg. 1 1 ). The examiner agrees in 
that there exists two distinct registries in the claims and sets forth that Bayardo teaches 
the distinct registries. As detailed on page 12, of the response the examiner has 
mapped the facilitator to Bayardo's Broker Agent and the bridge agent to Bayardo's 
Resource Agent. The examiner has mapped the components of the other distributed 
component system to be the resources / information sources / local data sources that 
are registered to the Resource Agent. Bayardo teaches that when a Resource Agent 
initializes, it sets up its connection to its resource and advertises the components of 
ontology (ies) that it understands to the Broker Agent (pg. 197, Section 2.3 Agent 
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Interaction, 3 rd paragraph) and when the Broker Agent initializes, each Agent advertises 
its address and function to the Broker Agent (pg. 197, Section 2.3 Agent Interaction, 2 nd 
paragraph). The Resource Agents have the purpose of making information contained in 
an information source available for retrieval or update (pg. 199, Resource Agent, 1 st 
paragraph). It acts as an interface between a local data source and other InfoSleuth 
agents, hiding specifics of the local data organization and representation wherein the 
content information that are of potential interest to other agents are (1) metadata 
information, (2) values of chosen data objects, and (3) the set off operations allowed 
on the data. The advertisement information can be sent by the Resource Agent to the 
broker at the start-up time or extracted from the Resource Agent during the query 
processing stage. Bayardo's Resouce Agent also answers queries and must translate 
queries expressed in a common query language into a language understood by the 
underlying system (pg. 199, Section 3.4, Resource Agent, 2 nd paragraph - 4 th 
paragraph). The Broker Agent is a semantic "match-making" service that pairs agents 
seeking a particular service with agents that can perform that service. As agents come 
on line, they advertise their services to the broker via KQML (pg. 199, Section 3.3 
Broker Agent, 1 st paragraph - 2 nd paragraph). Therefore, based on the description of 
the Resource Agent and the Broker Agent provided above, both agents have a registry 
of the capabilities / functions of the components it interacts with. For instance, all 
operations of the information source / resource / local data source are stored with the 
Resource Agent, by virtue of the Resource Agent acting as an interface between the 
data source and other agents and hiding specifics of the local data organization and 
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representation; such that it is translated from its native language to KQML and 
advertised to the Broker Agent for storage in order to advertise their services. 
Therefore, Bayardo adequately teaches a component registry (local data organization 
and representation / content information regarding the set of operations allowed on the 
data) that is distinct from a facilitator registry (sent advertisement of those services from 
all agents including the Resource Agent) such that the component registry contains the 
description of the functional capabilities (set of operations allowed on the data) of the 
other distributed component system (resources / information source / local data source) 
and therefore distinct from the facilitator registry (advertisement of services of all 
agents). Therefore, the examiner believes the Bayardo adequately meets the claim 
limitations as disclosed. 

Applicant then details an example in order to further clarify the position (pg. 12, 
lines 1-18; pg. 13, lines 1-7). The examiner disagrees that Bayardo does not teach the 
cited limitation and refers to the explanation given above. 

Applicant then argues that a resource agent, in Bayardo, is merely one of the 
agents that advertise its capabilities in the SINGLE registry disclosed in BAYARDO and 
that it can be seen that a resource agent is a specialized agent that represent the 
information resources. In responding, the examiner first agrees that the Resource 
Agent does advertise its capabilities to the registry of the Broker Agent as explained 
above. However, there exists another registry within the Resource Agent since the 
Resource Agent acts as an interface between a local data source and other InfoSleuth 
agents, i.e. the Broker Agent, and hides specifics of the local data organization and 
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representation wherein such data information consists of (1) metadata information, (2) 
values of chosen data objects, and (3) the sett off operations allowed on the data. 
Such information is either advertised to the Broker at start up or extractable from the 
Resource Agent during the query processing stage. The Resource Agent also must 
translate common query language queries into a language understood by the underlying 
system by mapping between ontology concepts and terms and the local data concepts 
and terms, as well as between the common query language syntax, semantics, and 
operators, and those of the native language (pg. 199, Resource Agent). Therefore, the 
Resource Agent also contains a registry of the data and operations of its data objects / 
resources / local data sources in order to translate queries to and operate on its local 
data sources. Secondly, the examiner notes that none of the claims detail limitations 
that would enable Bayardo's Resource Agent to not be a bridge agent as disclosed in 
the claims. The examiner cannot find any limitations set forth in the claims that would 
enable the Resource Agent to not read upon the cited bridge agent. Therefore, the 
based on the explanation given the examiner believes that the limitation regarding the 
bridge agent has been met as disclosed above. 

Applicant then argues that the resource such as a database shown in Fig. 1 of 
Bayardo is not the equivalent of Applicant's "other distributed component system." 
(response, pg. 13, lines 8-13) The examiner disagrees. Applicant's arguments fail to 
comply with 37 CFR 1 .1 1 1 (b) because they amount to a general allegation that the 
claims define a patentable invention / limitation without specifically pointing out how the 
language of the claims patentably distinguishes them from the references. Applicant's 
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argument that the resource is not the other distributed component system does not 
include how the language of the claim distinguishes the resource from not being the 
distributed component system. The examiner notes that Applicant has made 
subsequent statements after the assertion, i.e. that the database is an information 
repository, however, these statements still do not distinguish how the language of the 
claims patentably distinguishes them from the reference, i.e. how the language of the 
distributed component system is not a resource. Further, Applicant states that the 
database has no separate and distinct broker agent where another set of agents can 
advertise their capabilities. In response, the examiner would like to point out that there 
exist no language within the claims that the distributed component system has another 
broker agent where another set of agents can advertise their capabilities. The claims at 
best, detail a bridge agent that sends from its component registry a description of 
functional capabilities of components of the other distributed component system such 
that they are translated and registered with the facilitator registry wherein subsequent to 
a request for service, a sub-goal request is delegated and translated to the bridge agent 
to invoke a component. The examiner has described the teachings of Bayardo in 
extensive above and in the rejection and therefore maintain that the cited teachings are 
met as disclosed. The examiner cannot interpret Applicant's argument of the 
component system having another separate and distinct broker agent where another set 
of agents can advertise their capabilities into the claim language because the limitation 
is not disclosed in the claims. Therefore, the examiner believes the Bayardo adequately 
teaches a bridge agent (Resource Agent) that sends from its component registry (meda- 



Application/Control Number: 09/271 ,617 Page 1 3 

Art Unit: 2126 

data information on data and operations) a description of functional capabilities 
(advertisement of services) of components (resources) of the other distributed 
component system such that they are translated and registered with the facilitator 
registry (registry of services) wherein subsequent to a request (query) for service, a 
sub-goal request (sub-query) is delegated and translated to the bridge agent (Resource 
Agent) to invoke a component (resource) and maintains the rejection as disclosed 
above. 

Applicant then argues that the Bayardo teaches a method for information 
retrieval rather than fulfillment of a service request (response, pg. 13, lines 16-17). In 
responding, the examiner would first like to point out that requesting for information is a 
service request wherein the service is the retrieval of the data. Secondly, the Bayardo 
teaches that the Broker Agent is a semantic "match-making" service that pairs agents 
seeking a particular service with agents that cam perform that service. Therefore, 
Bayardo does teach the fulfillment of a service request. 

Applicant then argues that the claim requires "functional capabilities" rather than 
mere interchange of data wherein the purpose of the Resource agent is to make 
information contained in an information source available for retrieval and update 
(response, pg. 13, line 18 - pg. 14, line 2). Applicant states that the retrieval of data 
and/or updating of data is not the same as functional capabilities (response, pg. 14, line 
3-6). Applicant supports this argument by making reference to an example of "Being 
able to make coffee" as a functional capability. The examiner disagrees. First, the 
examiner would like to point out that Bayardo teaches the content information that is of 
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interest to other agents include 1) metadata information, (2) values of chosen data 
objects, and (3) the set off operations allowed on the data. Bayardo also teaches that 
advertisement information of this data is sent by the Resource Agent to the broker in 
order to advertise the services to the broker so that it may perform a semantic "match- 
making" that pairs agents seeking a particular service with agents that can perform that 
service. Therefore, since the data includes the set of operations allowed on the data, 
the data contains functional capabilities. In response to the example, since the claims 
do not detail limitations regarding the operation of being able to making coffee, the 
examiner cannot consider such a limitation, however, if the method of being able to 
make coffee is performed as disclosed in the cited claimed acts as disclosed in claim 1 
then the teachings of Bayardo would be able to make coffee since Bayardo teaches the 
cited acts. 

Applicant then states that claims 2-10 are allowable for at least the same reasons 
provided herein with respect to claim 1 and are therefore allowable for at least the same 
reasoning. In responding, the examiner first notes that claims 4 is canceled. Secondly, 
since the claims are met by the teachings of Bayardo whether alone or in combination 
as disclosed in the rejection and in the response to the arguments that the rejection to 
claims 2-10 is also maintained. 

Applicant then states that claims 39, 40, 14-21 , 25-28, and 41 are allowable for 
at least the same reasons provided herein with respect to claim 1 and are therefore 
allowable for at least the same reasoning. In responding, since the claims are met by 
the teachings of Bayardo whether alone or in combination as disclosed in the rejection 




Application/Control Number: 09/271 ,617 Page 1 5 

Art Unit: 2126 

and in the response to the arguments that the rejection to claims 39, 40, 14-21 , 25-28, 
and 41 is also maintained. 

Therefore, since the cited prior art of record teach the invention as disclosed in 
the claims, the rejection is maintained. 



Conclusion 

7. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Lewis A. Bullock, Jr. whose telephone number is (703) 
305-0439. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 8:30 am - 5:00 
pm. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng An can be reached on (703) 305-9678. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




